within sites; participants were older, less likely to be black, and more likely to have previously participated in CETA programs than somparison group members.
A specially designed time-use study of subsamples of participants and nonparticipants indicated that participants' employment during the program was considerably greater than that of nonparticipants (100 percent compared with 20 percent). Unfortunately, sample sizes in the time-use study were quite small (68 participants and 65 nonparticipants) and, therefore, the results are probably not very reliable (A.L. Nellum and Associates, 1980).
Sample data were collected at the beginning and end of SYEP and at 3 months postprogram. A program completion survey Instrument was ädministered to participants at the end of the program, but no survey </as administered to the comparison group at the corresponding point of time. The 3-month follow-up survey was administered to both the breatment and comparison groups. The postprogram analysis sample was somposed of approximately 800 participants and 700 nonparticipants, vhich indicates that sample attrition was greater among nonparticipants. \ttrition was not uniform across sites, however. The New York site äpparently had the worst exper ience—attrition among nonparticipants tfas higher than 70 percent.  Cluster analysis was used within each site :o identify comparable subsets of experimentals and controls. This procedure reduced the sample size by one-third to about 600 Lndividuals—14 cluster groups emerged from the analysis. Because of the degree of subjective data transformation present, the results of :he cluster analysis are at best suggestive and at worst statistical •irtifacts.
A stepwise regression analysis of the determinants of hours spent Ln the program indicated that older youths, those with previous CETA äxperience, those with higher reading scores, and those with less iducation tended to spend more hours in the program.  Race and sex äs *ell äs Standard Assessment System measures had no significant effects 5n program hours per participant.
At the pretest there were no significant differences between par-:icipants and controls in plans to return to school. At the time of :he follow-up, 3 percent more of the participants than the controls fere in school. Although this difference turns out to be statistically significant, it is of negligible magnitude.  The overall imputed ravorable effect of SYEP on school attendance varied by cluster.  SYEP äppeared to be particularly successful in this regard for nondisadvan-:aged 17-year-old black males, and particularly unsuccessful for 15- to L6-year-old disadvantaged white males.
Although the general emphasis of SYEP was to encourage continued ^nrollment in school rather than to prepare participants for immediate sntry into full-time employment upon program completion, the information ivailable did permit an examination of the immediate labor market jffects of SYEP participation. Overall, at the follow-up there was no significant difference between participants and controls in the rate of full-time employment, but there was a relatively large and statistically significant difference in part-time employment between participants (25 percent) and controls (19 percent).  This result is consistent with

